
Iodide of Lime (Nichols') is, therefore, essentially a mixture
of lime and iodin containing about 10 per cent, iodin. The
other constituents apparently are impurities in the lime used
in its manufacture.

Caleidin (The Journal  .  .  ., Sept. 7, 1907, page 865),
was found to contain 14.13 per cent, iodin of which 9.2 per
cent, in the presence of the acid of the stomach acted as free
iodin, AA'hile the remaining portion acted as calcium iodid. The
Iodide of lime (Nichols') contains 11.22 per cent, iodin, prac¬
tically all of Avhich (10.66 per cent.) is "available," i. e., liber¬
ated as free iodin by the acid of the stomach.

      OF LIME TABLETS (NICHOLS').
Examination of the tablets of "Iodide of Lime." sold by

Billings Clapp Co., demonstrated that, like "Caleidin Tab¬
lets," they differ in composition from the original substance
with Avhich they are supposed to represent. Iodide of Lime
(Nichols') was found to contain approximately 10 per cent.
"available" iodin. Each 1/3 grain tablet should, therefore, con¬

tain about 1/30 "available" iodin. Instead, it Avas found that
each tablet Avas equivalent toil/128 grain of free iodin.

It is worthy of note in this connection that the tablets ap¬
peared decidedly brown in color, which might be taken to indi¬
cate that they really did contain a considerable amount of free
iodin. The examination, however, showed that brown color
to be due to the presence of large amounts of iron oxid.

Analysis op Iodide of Limb (Nichols'). The determinations
and calculations were made in the same manner as for
Caleidin (The Journal  .  .  ., Sept. 7, 1907, page 805). In
the case of available iodin. there being no cornstarch present, the
specimen was simply mixed with water, an excess of hydrochloric
acid added, and the liberated iodin titrated. Silica (SiO.) is the
residue insoluble In hydrochloric acid. Aluminum was determined
In the usual manner.

This analysis shows that the specimen contained :
Toi al iodin .11.22
Cal. inni (Ca) .36.fi4
Aluminum (Al) .99
Magnesium ( Alg). 8.38
Carbon dioxid (CO.). 1.««
Silica (SiO.). 1-22

The Limit in Advertising.
A short time ago we remarked on the ingenuity of the pur-

'

veyors of purgen shown in the ingenious package in Avhich
samples of the medicine are sent out to physicians. We are

indebted to the California State Journal of Medicine for fur¬
ther CA'idence of this ingenuity as shown by the method of
advertising in Europe. A correspondent of the California
journal has sent a specimen of toilet paper used in the fore¬
most hotel of Prague with an advertisement printed on it of
which the following is a translation. "Purgen—The most emi¬
nent professors prescribe it daily. The mildest, best tasting
laxative; may in fact be given to sucklings." This illustrates
the rapidity Avith Avhich the benefits of proprietary medicines
advertised as strictly ethical are made known to a needy
public. How long will it be before our American hotels and
homes are supplied with this interesting and appropriate means

of spreading information? Our contemporary pertinently ex¬

presses its wonder "whether Lehn & Fink haA'e been supplied
with a large quantity of this same toilet paper, with the truly
appropriate inscription translated into English, for subsequent
use in this country."

Cumulative Action of Digalen.
A. Fraenkel1 has recently investigated, experimentally, the

question of the cumulative action of digalen. Cloetta, the
originator of this preparation, had maintained that it does not
have a cumulative effect. Fraenkel states that Cloetta simply
used too small doses and maintains that the proof that a

member of the digitalis series does not have a cumulative
action can be accepted only when it is shoAvn that a dose which,
when administered once has a distinct effect, can be given daily
for some time Avithout causing symptoms of poisoning. Judged
in this manner, digalen was found to have a cumulative effect
as do all other members of this series. Fraenkel's animal ex¬

periments are in accord with the experience of a number of
clinicians. Thus Veiel of Nuremberg states that the prolonged
use of digalen leads to the same gastric disturbances as do the

1 Arch. f. exper. Path. u. Pharm., 1907, lvii, pp. 123 and 131.

older digitalis preparations. Romberg also states that alarm¬
ing "digiltalismus" may result from the free use of digalen,
and Eichhorst reports that with some of his cases discomfort
and vomiting followed the use of digalen and expresses his
opinion that, as far as disagreeable effects are concerned, this
preparation is scarcely superior to powdered digitalis.
Fraenkel also shows that ft digitalis effect can be obtained as

quickly by powdered digitalis, given by the mouth, as by
digalen given hypodermically. Fraenkel believes that powdered
digitalis which has been physiologically standardized, is the
best form in which to administer the drug.

Probilin\p=m-\ACriticism and a Reply.
New York City, Oct. 5, 1907.

To the Editor:\p=m-\Ourdelay in replying to the "Report on
Probilin by the Council on Pharmacy and Chemistry\p=m-\with
Comments," published in your issue of Aug. 24, 1907, was
occasioned by the fact that we awaited the advices of the
general agents for Probilin, Messrs. Goedecke & Co., in Leipsic,
who in turn communicated with the manufacturer, F. Buchka,
in Frankfort o/M. It is regrettable that you reached and
published these findings without having informed us of them;
without having given us an opportunity to submit evidence in
rebuttal and to show wherein both "Report" and "Comments"
are wholly incorrect. This method of procedure, which has
committed you to a wrong position, was arbitrary and inju-
dicial.

It is manifestly absurd to suppose that a firm would give a
formula knowing that it calls for a weight greater than that
which the product actually possesses, knowing that the simple
weighing of the product discloses the incorrectness of the for¬
mula. No fair-minded physician can believe that we would do
so. That there has not been the least intent on our part to
misstate the composition of Probilin is, moreover, proved—if
proof is necessary from a firm of the standing which we be¬
lieve ours has attained in the forty years of its existence—by
the following extracts from correspondence wTe had with Mr.
Puckner. On March 5, 1907, he wrote:

A subcommittee to whom Probilin was assigned has reported to
the Council. The report states that, according to the statements
made by you. the composition of these pills is that published by
Dr. Reynold W. Wilcox in The Journal of the American Medical
Association, Aug. 4, 1906, p. 347. But while, according to this
formula, each pill should contain: Acid sodium oleate, 1% grains;
salicylic acid, 1% grains; phenolphthalein, 1 grain; and menthol,
Vi grain ; examination has demonstrated that this formula does
not correctly represent the composition of the product as found on
the market.

We replied, March 7, 1907:
We have your favor of the fifth Inst., contents of which are

noted. In response we would say that the formufa which we state
for Probilin is that given by Dr. Bauermeister in his first report
on the remedy, but of course the pills contain some substance to
give them consistency. We would like to hear from you in what
respects our formula does not, in the opinion of your subcommittee,
represent the composition of the pill.

In his answer, March 14, 1907, Mr. Puckner said:
Dr. Bauermeister's formula, as the subcommittee understands it,

states the same amounts of sodium acid oleate and salicylic acid,
but does not state the amounts of menthol and phenolphthalein.

We wrote, March 16, 1907:
On referring to the original report of Dr. Bauermeister, we find

that you are right and that he does not give the quantities of
phenolphthalein and menthol contained in Probilin. However, it is
o:' very little consequence if these two ingredients are quantitativelyprecisely the same as in the pill recommended by Professor Wilcox,
as they are entirely harmless, so that a slight difference, i. e.. if
there should be a little more or a little less of the one or the other
is wholly immaterial. We have written the manufacturers to let
us know the exact amounts of these two ingredients.

On April 6, 1907, we supplemented this by the following:
Regarding Probilin we beg to state that the manufacturers in¬

form us that it has been found sufficient to add 15/100 of a grain
of phenolphthalein and 45/100 of a grain of menthol to each pill,
as these ingredients are added only to regulate intestinal activityand to promote tolerance of the remedy.

It is strange that the Council's report states that we claim
Probilin to contain 1 grain phenolphthalein and Vi grain men¬
thol, suppressing the fact that we had informed it that the
amounts are 15/100 and 45/100 of a grain respectively.

It will be seen that to our request to let U3 know in what
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respects the formula does not in the opinion of the subcom¬
mittee represent the composition of the pill, Mr. Puckner an¬
swered: "Dr. Bauermeister's formula states the same amounts
of acid sodium oleate and salicylic acid, but does not state the
amounts of menthol and phenolphthalein." Mr. Puckner thus
Avrote in a Avay which obviously gives the impression that,
while the amounts of acid sodium oleate and salicylic acid are

as given by Dr. Bauermeister, the amounts of phenolphthalein
and menthol Avere not stated by Dr. Bauermeister, and
that he desired to call attention to this fact. This had our
immediate attention, and Mr. Puckner Avas informed of the
correct amounts as soon as \A-e learned them. Noav if he had
not intimated in his letter that the difference found confined
itself to phenolphthalein and menthol, the inquiry which we

placed to Messrs. Goedeeke & Co. Avould not have been solely Avith
regard to these two substances, and the matter would have been
entirely cleared up at that time. Mr. Puckner must have
known that there Avas not the least disposition on our part to
keep the composition of Probilin secret and that the discrepancy
as to the Aveight must be due to some misunderstanding.

The unsigned analysis contained in the "Report" is incorrect,
approximating only with regard to the phenolphthalein. There
Avas no need to publish these erroneous findings as the compo¬
sition of Probilin.

Messrs. Goedeeke & Co. Avrite us that they learn from the
manufacturer of Probilin, F. Buchka, in Frankfort o/M., that
experimentation with Bauermeister's formula led to improve¬
ments therein, the perfected pill, adopted when Probilin Avas
first introduced commercially, being represented by the folknv-
ing formula :

Acid, salicyl .0.020 gm.
Natr. oleic.0.080 gm.Natr. stear.0.0411 gm.l'henolphthal .0.010 gm.Menthol .0.030 gm.Kxcip.

Therapeutic as Avell as pharmaceutic considerations lead to
the change made in the formula originally proposed by Dr.
Bauermeister, the addition of sodium stéarate being for the
purpose of raising the melting point, so that a small quantity
of excipient suffices. The salicylic acid reacts with the sodium
oleate, forming sodium salicylate with the liberation of a

slight amount of oleic acid; but in this organism the sodium
salicylate is at once split up into salicylic acid and is found
as such in the bile (Huchard).

The correctness of this formula is shoAvn by the folloAving
analysis of Probilin made at our request by Virgil Coblenz,
Ph.D., professor of chemistry in the Department of Pharmacy
of Columbia University, New York; member of the committee
of revision of the U. S. Pharmacopeia:

The following are the results of a quantitative examination of
original sealed packages of Probilin pills submitted :

An average pills contains :
Salicylic acid, 0.0196 gm., calculated as sodium

salicylate . .0 2 ) gm.Free oleic acid .0.0200 gm.Sodium oleate and stéarate .0.0910 gm.Phenolphthalein .0.0108 gm.
Menthol .0.0290 gm.
Dusting powder (organic matter) .0.0350 gm.A slight percentage of moisture is present, the determination of

which can not be made with any degree of accuracy.
[Signed] Virgil Cobi.extz.

The charge of garbling in our literature is inexplicable. It
was made in correspondence with us, and was based on the
fact that the version of Professor Wilcox's paper published in
our pamphlet differed in two respects from that in The Jour¬
nal of the American Medical Association. We informed you,
hoAvever, that Ave used the stenographic transcript of the paper
which Professor Wilcox read before the American Therapeutic
Society, so that we accurately reproduced his communication,
and gave credit to the Transactions of the American Thera¬
peutic Society. We also credited, secondarily, The Journal of
the American Medical Association because we adopted the clas¬
sified arrangement Avhich you had devised. Our literature is
compiled Avith the utmost care, and when lack of space com¬

pels us to abstract reports, instead of reprinting or translating
them verbatim, every possible precaution is taken to prevent
any' change in the sense.

Equally gratuitous and untrue are the statements that Pro¬
bilin is made especially for the American market, is not used

and recognized in the land of its origin, and is not mentioned
in any German text-book or any German price list. The prepa¬
ration is extensively .advertised in German medical journals,
as in the Deutsche medicinische Wochenschrift, the Münchener
medicinische Wochenschrift, the Therapeutische Monatshefte,
the Aerztliche Zentralanzeiger, the Aerztliche Vercinsblatt, the
Aerztliche Corrcspondenzblatt für Niedersachsen, the Aerzt¬
liche Mitheilungen, etc., etc. As the advertisements state, Pro¬
bilin is obtainable in all drug stores in Germany. It is quoted
in the price lists of the German drug firms, and we will send
you by registered mail about ten of such lists. That Probilin
is not mentioned in the German text-books, is not strange,
since it is only four years old. To our knowledge, however, it
is mentioned in at least one—the Encyclopädische Jahrbücher
der gesamten Medizin of Professor Eulenburg, Vol. XIV, 1907.

We are sorry that all these assertions were printed before
proper investigation—all the more because of our sympathy
with the Council's work as outlined at its inception and our
consequent aversion from taking issue with any part of that
work. Permit us to assure you that there is no need of secret
procedure in an inquiry into our'products ; we shall always be
glad to extend to you our utmost cooperation in any fair in¬
vestigation of them which you may desire to make.

Yours respectfully,
Schering & Glatz.

REPLY.
The above letter, when divested of obscuring verbiage and

discussion of non-essential points, simply verifies the state-
ments made in the Council's report on Probilin. The essential
fact in the letter is the admission on the part of Schering &
Glatz that, while advertising to physicians that each Probilin
piil contained certain definite quantities of certain ingredi-
ents, they were, according to their own admissions, ignorant
of the composition of the pill.

Most ingenuous is their statement that the only ingredients in
the pill, regarding which they made inquiry of Messrs. Goedecke
& Co., were those concerning which the Council wrote them.
One would naturally suppose that the firm of Schering & Glatz
would be interested in knowing the true proportions of all the
ingredients of the product, especially when positive state-
ments regarding the composition and therapeutic properties of
Probilin and of all its ingredients were being made on the
authority of Schering & Glatz and not of Goedecke & Co.

As to the claim that lack of consideration was shown the
firm, the following facts are a sufficient refutation: Probilin
pills were not submitted to the Council by the agents or
manufacturers. They were taken up for investigation by the
Council on Pharmacy and Chemistry on its own initiative.
Under these circumstances, the Council was under no obligations
whatever to consult the agents or manufacturers before making
statements regarding its findings. It did, however, do them the
gratuitous courtesy of calling attention to the discrepancies
between the facts and the statements made by Sehering &
Chi ( in their literature. As a perusal of the quoted corre¬

spondence will show, Schering & Glatz at no time denied that
such discrepancies existed, while the difference between the
"improved" formula which they now give and the formula
published in their literature is sufficient proof of the truth
of the Council's statements. The opportunity afforded
Schering & Glatz to correct these misstatements before the
publication of the report on Probilin was not utilized. The
Council waited for six months for Schering & Glatz to correct
their literature. At the end of that time, finding that incor¬
rect literature was still being sent to physicians, the Council
published its report. The claim, therefore, that the Council
acted in a way that was "arbitrary" and "unjudicial" can not
be sustained.

Schering & Glatz evidently labor under the impression that
the important question is the statements which they made to
the Council, whereas the point under discussion is the state¬
ments which they made to the medical profession. What
would it profit if errors in literature were confessed to the
Council so long as the incorrect advertising matter was still
sent to physicians? Schering & Glatz, however, continued to
send out incorrect literature after their attention had been
called to the inaccuracies contained therein.
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